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REMARKS 

Claims 23-44 are pending in the current application, with claims 1-22 being cancelled 
and claims 23-44 being newly presented. The new claims recite subject matter similar to that 
of the cancelled claims with additional clarification and renaming of some terms for 
consistency with the specification; Applicants thus submit that each of the new claims finds 
subject matter support in the current specification. Consideration and allowance of the 
pending claims in view of the following remarks is kindly requested. 

Objection to Title 

The Examiner alleges that the application title is non-descriptive. Applicants have 
amended the title throughout this amendment and application to "METHODS OF USING 
GEOMETRIC CONSTRUCTS FOR NEUTRONICS MODELING" to more clearly describe 
the subject matter of the application. Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of this 
objection. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 

Claims 15, 18, and 20 stand rejected as being indefinite under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, U 2, 
and claim 8 is objected to for a lack of antecedent basis. Initially, Applicants note that each 
of these claims has been cancelled, rendering these rejections moot. Withdrawal of these 
rejections is earnestly solicited. 

Applicants note that new claims 31,38, and 44 retain the term "effective" that was the 
basis for the Examiner's § 1 12 rejection in cancelled claim 20. In an effort to expedite 
examination of the new claims, Applicants offer the following remarks as to why the new 
claims are definite under § 1 12. 
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The Examiner alleges that the modifier "effective" is relative and requires some 
standard reference not provided in the claims or specification in order to be definitely 
ascertained by one skilled in the art. Applicants respectfully submit that "effective," as used 
in the current claims, is part of the phrase "effective neutron multiplication factor," which is a 
term of art in nuclear engineering and modeling known to those skilled in those fields. 
Specifically, the effective neutron multiplication factor is a well-known term commonly 
denoted by "K e fr" that represents a ratio of neutrons produced by fission that ultimately cause 
a further fission reaction to neutrons absorbed or lost in a fissile system. A person skilled in 
the art would readily appreciate the phrase "effective neutron multiplication factor" as having 
this definition and, thus, as definite. Applicants respectfully request allowance of the current 
claims using this terminology. 

Claim rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102/103 

Claims 1-14, 16, 21, and 22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
allegedly anticipated by Solid Edge User's Guide ("Solid Edge"). Claims 15 and 17-20 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly obvious in light of Solid Edge in view of 
one of US Pat. Pub. 20040017369 to Shapiro et al. ("Shapiro"), US Pat. 5,936,628 to 
Kitamura et al. ("Kitamura"), and US Stat. Inv. Reg. H744 to Iverson ("Iverson"). Initially, 
Applicants note that each of claims 1-22 have been cancelled, rendering these rejections 
moot. Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of these rejections. 

Applicants note that new claims 23- 44 recite similar subject matter to the cancelled 
claims that formed the basis for the Examiner's § 102 and § 103 rejections. In an effort to 
expedite examination of the new claims, Applicants offer the following remarks as to why the 
new claims are not anticipated by or obvious in light of the cited references. 
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Each of new claims 23-44 recite a method of "modeling a fissile system in a 
neutronics modeling method" including defining "neutronic characteristics" of the modeled 
fissile system. Solid Edge, Shapiro, and Kitamura are unrelated to the nuclear modeling arts 
and, further, fail to disclose any element related to a fissile system or neutronic characteristics 
thereof as recited in the current claims. Thus Solid Edge, Shapiro, and Kitamura, alone or in 
combination, cannot anticipate or render obvious the current claims. 

The Examiner alleges that Iverson in combination with Solid Edge renders obvious 
claims directed to modeling fissile systems with geometric constructs. Even if Iverson and 
Solid Edge were combinable under § 103(a), together they would not render obvious the 
current claims. Iverson teaches general use of a Monte Carlo calculation for obtaining a K e fr 
for the specific composite material disclosed in that reference. Iverson fails to teach 
"defining at least one neutronic characteristic" for the "geometric constructs" recited in the 
current claims; rather, Iverson is limited to the conventional use of Monte Carlo for the 
specific system of porcelain enamels disclosed therein and suggests nothing of using 
neutronics modeling methods for other configurations. Solid Edge, as addressed above, fails 
to teach anything regarding neutronic characteristics or fissile systems, let alone how such 
characteristics may be successfully implemented into Solid Edge modeling without undue 
experimentation. Thus Iverson, alone or in combination with Solid Edge, does not teach or 
fairly suggest each and every feature of the current claims and cannot anticipate or render 
obvious those claims. Applicants respectfully request allowance of the current claims. 
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CONCLUSION 



Accordingly, in view of the above amendments and remarks, reconsideration of the 
objections and rejections and allowance of each of claims 23-44 in connection with the 
present application is earnestly solicited. 

Should there be any outstanding matters that need to be resolved in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact Gary Yacura at the telephone 
number of the undersigned below. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and future 
replies, to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 08-0750 for 
any additional fees required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 or under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17; particularly, 
extension of time fees. 



Respectfully submitted, 



HARNESS, DICKEY, & PIERCE, P.L.C. 




P.O. Box 8910 
Reston, Virginia 20195 
(703) 668-8000 
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